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Abstract
Research suggesting a similar but different relationship between Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour (OCB) and Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB) is dominated by North
American samples. Little evidence exists on whether these findings are replicated in other
countries. To assess if a similar pattern emerged, we used the Social Axioms model (Bond et al,
2004) as a cultural framework and surveyed employees in the UK (105), The Netherlands (203),
Turkey (185) and Greece (70) on the relationship between OCB and CWB, and the relationship
between these behaviours and personality, justice and commitment. Analysis supported a multi-
dimensional structure to OCB and CWB and indicated a non-bipolar relationship between these
behaviours. Culturally, somewhat different to OCB research in general, we find support for a
convergence perspective across countries. Conceptually, linguistically and structurally the scale
assessing OCB/CWB was shown to be equivalent across countries and a non bi-polar pattern of
relationships was consistent across countries. Overall, findings imply a universal nature to the
relationship between OCB and CWB across societal cultural groups.
Keywords: OCB, CWB, Culture, Invariance
The relationship between productive 3
The Relationship Between Productive and Counterproductive Work Behaviour Across Four
European Countries
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) and Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB)
are typically seen as discretionary, non-task in nature and, coupled with task performance,
represent three broad domains of job performance (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Although initially
examined from separate perspectives, researchers are becoming more interested in the
commonality between the two constructs (Dalal, 2005; Hunt, 1996; Spector, Bauer, & Fox,
2010). However, even though empirical evidence is more supportive of a multidimensional,
distinctive nature to OCB and CWB; the majority of this research has focused on North
American samples and we have little systematic evidence on whether similar relationships
between these behaviours emerge across different cultures.
Experiences of both productive and counterproductive behaviours may differ across countries
as a result of different norms, beliefs and values within the countries. Researchers need to ensure
that cultural considerations become inherent within the development of OCB and CWB research
and to clarify if meaningful differences emerge across cultures. Therefore, given the scarcity of
intercultural research on both OCB and CWB, the current study adopts a cross-cultural approach
to examine the relationship between OCB and CWB across four European countries.
The Merging of OCB and CWB Research
Although the research on OCB and CWB has increased dramatically in the past 20 years,
it is has tended to follow distinct paths, with researchers proposing different definitions and
concepts to capture behaviours that are positive or negative to the organization. This is evidenced
by the plethora of concepts and conceptual models proposed to capture OCB (e.g. Coleman &
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Borman, 2000; Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; Van Scotter, 2000) and CWB (e.g.
Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Gruys & Sackett, 2003; Marcus, Schuler, Quell, & Humpfner, 2002).
Models within each domain have tended to be viewed in isolation, yet there is recognition that
facets can be combined into conceptually distinct subgroups of those directed towards the
organization and those directed towards individuals (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Coleman &
Borman, 2000; Gruys & Sackett, 2003). This similarity in model structure has led to an
increasing interest in examining if OCB and CWB are related.
Early on a ‘unidimensional-opposite’ stance promoted the notion of a unidimensional
concept of voluntary work behaviour with a bi-polar relationship between OCB and CWB. This
was based on conceptual notions of OCBs being positive for an organization and CWBs as
negative; theoretical arguments based on norms of reciprocity, social exchange and the
psychological contract (Bennett & Stamper, 2001); and empirical studies showing strong
negative relationships between OCB and CWB (Sackett, 2002) and analogous relationships with
antecedents such as organizational commitment (Lepine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002) and justice
(Bechtoldt, Welk, Hartig, & Zapf, 2007).
However, evidence of moderate negative relationships (O’Brien & Allen, 2008) or even
positive relationships (Dalal et al. 2009) between OCB and CWB and limited support for
analogous relationships with personality, attitudes and emotions (Dalal, 2005; Sackett, Berry,
Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006) started to cast doubt on this unidimensional hypothesis. In addition,
theoretical arguments based on emotions (Spector & Fox, 2010a) and attributions (Spector &
Fox, 2010b) have recently been offered as explaining possible positive relationships between
OCB and CWB.
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Further, our conceptions that OCBs are always positive and CWBs always negative are
also being challenged. Although evidence for the positive organizational and individual
outcomes of OCB (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009) and the negative outcomes
of CWB (Rogers & Kelloway, 1997) exists; other research has suggested that OCB emerges
from non-positive motives (Bolino, Turnley, & Niehoff, 2004), has negative consequences for
individuals (Bolino, Turnley, Gilstrap, & Suazo, 2010), and that CWB may sometimes be
constructive (Galperin & Burke, 2006).
Currently, the evidence is more supportive of a multidimensional, difference nature to
OCB and CWB. However, we are still at an early stage in explaining why such a relationship
exists and why different empirical findings emerge. In particular, one major issue with the
current research is the domination of US studies and limited consideration of whether the
research extends to other national cultures. Those studies directly testing the relationship
between OCB and CWB have been based on US (Dalal et al., 2009; O’Brien & Allen, 2008;
Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006; Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010) or Canadian samples
(Kelloway et al. 2002). In fact, of the non-US samples included in the often cited meta-analysis
by Dalal (2005), 4.1% were reported to be from Canada and South Africa, with 2% from other
countries. Critically, not all were nationals of the country the data was collected in (e.g. some
data were from Americans living in these other countries).
Culture and OCB/CWB
To date, we could not find any research assessing if the ‘multidimensional difference
nature’ approach to OCB and CWB, supported in US research, also emerges in other cultural
contexts. This is not surprising because, in comparison to research more generally on
OCB/CWB, the impact of the cultural context on these behaviours has not been as extensively
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studied. Even when considered, the focus has tended to be on OCB and not CWB. Initially, Farh,
Earley, & Lin (1997, p.421) argued that “we know little about citizenship behaviour in a global
context.” Three years later in their comprehensive review paper on OCB, Podsakoff, Mackenzie,
Paine, & Bachrach (2000) further highlighted the need to consider the cultural context in OCB
research. Even as recent as 2008, Kwantes, Karam, Kuo and Towson, continued to bemoan the
paucity of research on culture and OCB.
Culture has been mooted to potentially play a key role in OCB as a result of its impact
on: the forms of OCB seen across cultures; the level of engagement in OCB across cultures; the
relationship between OCB and antecedents and outcomes; and our understanding of how OCBs
are enacted across cultures (Podsakoff et al., 2000). To some extent empirical evidence in
relation to societal and/or individual cultural values has supported these propositions, with
differences seen in the dimensionality of OCB (Farh et al, 1997; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004);
relationships with various antecedents (Cem Ersoy, Born, Derous, & van der Molen, 2011;
Coyne & Ong, 2007); the level of engagement of OCB (Moorman & Blakely, 1995); and in
perceptions of the in-role/extra-role nature to OCB ( Kwantes, Karam, Kuo, & Towson, 2008;
Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999).
Theoretically, Hofstede's (1980) concepts of individualism-collectivism and power-distance
have been proposed as explanatory mechanisms to account for differences in OCB across
cultural values. Individualism refers to weakly linked social frameworks, where members take
responsibility only for themselves and their immediate family. Collectivist cultures have stronger
bonds within a larger in-group, where altruistic behaviour occurs for the good of the group.
Power distance “is a measure of the interpersonal power or influence between [boss] B and
[subordinate] S as perceived by the least powerful of the two, S” (Hofstede, 1980 p.70–1).
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Members of high power-distance countries tend to be more accepting of unequal power
distribution. As a result, Paine & Organ (2000) hypothesized that collectivist cultures would
demonstrate more OCBs than individualist cultures, because OCBs would be common, normal
behaviour within such cultures. Additionally, because OCBs may go beyond what is expected by
a leader and hence is perceived as a challenge to the leader; they also argued that high power
distance cultures are less likely to engage in OCB behaviours. Empirically, Moorman and
Blakely (1995) and Van Dyne et al. (2000) have supported the notion of higher levels of OCB
within collectivist cultures. However, contrary to Paine and Organ, evidence has indicated that
high power distance cultures see OCBs as part of their job and hence likely to show higher levels
of engagement than lower power distance cultures (Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999).
In considering cultural influences on CWB, there is reason to hypothesise that the
influences of culture on OCB theorised by Podsakoff et al., 2000 should apply to CWB. Yet,
these influences have not been widely examined. Further, notions of collectivism and power
distance have not been as readily adopted as explanatory mechanisms in the CWB research area.
One could propose an opposite relationship between these cultural values and CWB as compared
to OCB; however, this would assume OCB and CWB are bi-polar opposite constructs – which,
as already shown is not supported in the US literature. Overall, while CWB studies have been
conducted in different countries (e.g. Lee, Ashton, & Shin, 2005; Marcus, Schuler, Quell &
Humpfner, 2002), national culture has received little attention in relation to CWB (Spector &
Fox, 2005).
Johns and Xie (1998) considered cross-cultural differences in absenteeism (a form of
CWB) between Canadian and Chinese employees. Similarities between the samples emerged in
perceptions of absence levels and ratings of reasons why absence occurred. More recently,
The relationship between productive 8
Rotundo & Xie (2008) researched conceptualizations of CWB and importance of the behaviour
in job performance ratings also across Canadian and Chinese samples. Again, similarities across
cultures emerged, although the Chinese sample did weight CWB lower than the Canadian sample
in terms of assessing overall job performance. Both these studies support what Rotundo & Xie
refer to as a convergence perspective in that: “…industrialization necessitates certain managerial
practices regardless of the culture in which it occurs” (p.857). By contrast, cultural influence
research on OCB seems to adopt more a divergence perspective: “that work and personal values
are primarily the product of societal-cultural influences… [and]…despite globalization and any
economic similarities between nations, individuals hold onto the nation’s cultural values…”
(p.857)
This leaves us with somewhat a dilemma. There is a need to research more cultural
influences on OCB and CWB, especially in terms of the relationship between them. However, it
is difficult to create specific hypotheses about the impact culture will have on this relationship
because: a. comparatively there is a lack of an evidence-base in CWB research to suggest what
impact culture may have on this behaviour; b. OCB research suggests cultural values influence
this behaviour (divergence perspective) and CWB research suggests it does not (convergence
perspective). Therefore, similar to Rotundo and Xie (2008) we do not state specific predictions
but rather suggest a more general research question of:
To what extent is the multidimensional/difference relationship between OCB and CWB
seen in other societal cultures?
Cultural Framework
As discussed, most OCB research adopts Hofstede’s collectivism and power distance
concepts as their cultural framework. In the current study, we have chosen to use the cultural
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level Social Axioms model (Bond et al, 2004) to select countries which differ in these beliefs. In
this model, cultural level social axioms are distinguished on the basis of two dimensions:
Societal Cynicism (SC), characterized by a negative view of human behaviour, high equity
perceptions, low conscientiousness and more disagreement; and Dynamic Externality (DE),
related to positive affect, a tendency to get along with others, and status seeking.
We chose this model for a number of reasons. Firstly, as theoretical development is not strong
enough to suggest notions of collectivism and power distance influence CWB, there is no reason
to expect that such ideas will translate from OCB to CWB research – especially as CWB is not
necessarily opposite to OCB. Secondly, Kwantes et al. (2008) argue that social axioms are based
on individual beliefs which are more accessible, concrete and comprehensive than cultural
values. As a result, they posit that axioms would be a better predictor of attitudes and behaviour
than cultural values (e.g. collectivism). Thirdly, we would expect a relationship between SC and
CWB (because of its facets of low conscientiousness, high disagreement and low job satisfaction
which have been shown to relate to CWB); and between DE and OCB (as it relates to variables
of agreeableness, positive emotion and cooperation which characterize OCB).
To reiterate, to date there is a comparative lack of research considering the influence of
cultural norms and beliefs on OCB and CWB and none which focuses on the relationship
between these two behaviours. The current study aims to fill this gap using the social axioms
model as a framework to assess the relationship between OCB and CWB across cultures.
Method
Countries were chosen using the Social Axioms model (Bond et al, 2004) based on cultural
level social axioms of Societal Cynicism (SC) and Dynamic Externality (DE). The researchers in
the UK initially used the scatter plot of nations based on SC and DE provided by Bond et al., to
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identify countries within which to survey. Countries were chosen and researchers contacted in
each. From this we identified three countries: the UK within the lower SC and DE quadrant;
Turkey the lower SC/higher DE quadrant; and Greece the higher SC/lower DE quadrant. We
were unable to obtain a sample from the higher SC/DE quadrant.
Initially, we sought one multi-national organization which operated in all these countries, but
were unsuccessful. To control organizational sector, we aimed to survey organizations across the
same broad sector. This was achieved for the Turkish and Greek samples, who were both from
the manufacturing sector. However, the UK sample emerged from a different sector so we also
included a sample from the Dutch subsidiary of the UK organization for comparison. Although
culturally, both the UK and the Netherlands are clustered in the same social axioms quadrant, the
inclusion of a Dutch sample allowed us to consider the impact of organizational sector on the
results.
Participants.
In the UK and Netherlands samples, an email with a web link to an online survey was sent by
HR representatives to full time staff and casual workers within a leisure and entertainment sector
organization involved in planning and managing events worldwide. After screening for
incomplete responses, 105 UK employees completed the online survey (44% female and 53%
male) with a mean age of 31.9 years (SD = 11.9) and mean tenure within the organization of 3.3
years (SD = 4.1). The majority of respondents (76%) were casual employees involved in events
support duties and other job roles included casual supervisors (7.6%), permanent, mostly
administrative, staff (6.7%) and management (6.7%). The final Dutch sample comprised 203
employees (28% female), with a mean age of 33.9 years (SD = 12.0) and mean tenure within the
organization was 4.5 years (SD = 4.4). Most (67.2%) were security personnel (both permanent
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and casual staff), 10.2% were service personnel (permanent and casual staff), and only 1.2%
were management and office workers.
The Turkish organization was involved with the production of poultry and soy products. A
paper and pencil questionnaire was administered to a volunteer sample of 200 and after
screening, a final sample of 185 employees was used. A third of the sample were female, with an
average age of 29.0 years (SD = 5.9) and tenure within the organization of 2.8 years (SD = 2.6).
The sample consisted of blue collar employees (56.2%), office employees (15.1%), professionals
(10.3%), middle managers (7.6%), senior managers (5.9%), and technicians (3.8%).
Data were collected in two Greek pharmaceutical organizations and subsequently combined
together. In the first organization, a HR representative distributed paper questionnaires to
employees, but only 19 questionnaires were collected, of which 17 were used for the final
analysis. In the second organization, 98 invitations to complete the online survey were sent by a
Greek researcher, and of these 53 responded and completed the whole survey. The final sample
of 70 employees, comprised 54% female, with an average age of 35.6 years (SD = 8.6 years) and
average tenure within the organization of 6.3 years (SD = 5.5 years). In terms of job levels,
41.4% of respondents were middle managers, 40% employees, 11.4% senior managers, and 7.1%
supervisors.
Significant differences between samples emerged in age F(3, 540) = 11.42, p<.001, tenure
F(3, 545) = 15.03, p<.001) and gender (χ² (3) = 20.02, p<.001).  Post-hoc Tukey HSD analyses 
indicated that the Turkish sample were significantly younger than the Dutch and Greek samples
and that the Turkish and Greek samples were significantly different from the UK and Dutch
samples in terms of tenure. The UK and Dutch samples were not different on demographic
variables.
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Materials and Procedure
The Voluntary Workplace Behaviour Scale (VWB) (Coyne & Gentile, 2006) was used to
measure OCB and CWB. This scale comprises 50 items and measures the extent to which
employees have engaged in certain behaviours in the previous 12 months, using a 6-point
response scale (from ‘Never’ to ‘Very often’). Unlike previous research which has used scales
specifically developed within the OCB and CWB domains, the VWB scale was developed to
assess a five-factor model of voluntary workplace behaviours based on a individual-
organizational/productive-counterproductive structure. Facets include, organizational (CWBO)
and interpersonal (CWBI) counterproductive behaviour; organizational productive behaviour
(OCBO); and two facets of interpersonal productive behaviour (interpersonal courtesy and
interpersonal helping). The advantage of this scale is that it considers both OCB and CWB
together within a dimensional structure considered to represent both behaviours (e.g. the notion
of organizational and interpersonal dimensions) rather than adopting existing separate scales of
measurement based within each domain. The other advantage is that the VWB scale purposely
omitted overlapping items in its construction.
A self and other reported version was created, but due to the lack of responses for the other
reported version, data on self-reports is presented here. This is less problematic as supervisor
ratings inflate the negative relationships between OCB and CWB more than do self ratings
(Dalal, 2005; Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010).
Given that the VWB scale is new scale previously developed in the UK and given that the
main focus of the research to assess the cultural aspect of OCB and CWB, it was important to
assess the equivalence of the scale across cultures. To do this, we adopted the ITC Guidelines on
Adapting Tests (2000) (http://www.intestcom.org/Guidelines/Adapting+Tests.php) as the
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guiding framework to translate and adapt the VWB scale from English into Greek, Turkish and
Dutch target languages. We followed a step-by step procedure similar to that outlined by
Hambleton & Patsula (1999) to create three new language versions of the VWB scale based on
an assessment of conceptual equivalence, linguistic equivalence and structural equivalence.
Conceptual equivalence. As the VWB scales was developed in the UK, conceptual
equivalence was assessed across the other countries using a number of methods. Firstly,
published research literature and conference papers were briefly reviewed to examine the extent
these concepts had been empirically studied in the three target cultures. This provided some
initial evidence as to the amount of overlap between the different countries in the constructs
being assessed and whether cross-cultural comparisons would be appropriate. Following this,
lead researchers in each country who helped with translation and data collection were asked to
provide their thoughts on the concepts of OCB and CWB behaviour generally, as well as on the
VWB scale specifically. Researchers were asked to consider: ‘To what extent does the construct
of voluntary workplace behaviour exist in your country and especially the notion of OCB and
CWB behaviour? In particular: Are there any specific cultural factors to consider? Are OCB and
CWB reflected similarly in your country? Are the 5-factors in the VWB scale reflected in your
country? Is an adaptation of the VWB scale appropriate for your country?’
Using PsychInfo and Web of Science databases, examples of OCB and CWB research was
investigated in three target countries. Search terms included ‘counterproductive behaviour’,
‘work deviance’, ‘organizational citizenship behaviour’ and ‘contextual performance’ with
country (e.g. Netherlands, Dutch, Greece, Greek, Turkey, Turkish) and ‘culture’ as added search
terms (we included articles up to and including 2009). Additionally, we included some
conference papers with data on the concepts. This search was neither a systematic nor a
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comprehensive literature review; rather the aim was to obtain some evidence for the concepts in
Greek, Turkish and Dutch samples.
This analysis yielded 20 published papers or conference papers. Evidently, OCB appears to
have been researched more frequently in the three countries than CWB. In fact, for Greece only
one qualitative conference paper was found that referred to CWB within a Greek sample. From
the 17 studies adopting a quantitative method, 14 (82%) used well-established (mostly US-
developed) scales to assess either OCB or CWB related constructs. Some provided factor
analytic evidence for the use of the scale in the specific sample and all provided reliability data
to support the use of the scale in the sample.
Analysis of responses from researchers in the three countries also supported the conceptual
equivalence of the VWB scale. They felt that the concepts of OCB and CWB and the five factors
of the VWB scale were reflected in their countries. There was also agreement that an adaptation
of the VWB scale would be relevant for their countries. In relation to the question of the impact
of cultural values on voluntary work behaviour, both the Greek and Turkish researchers
suggested that the hierarchical nature of both cultures may impact on the extent to which people
engage in different behaviours or the extent to which they are viewed as in-role or extra-role.
Overall, given the fact that published research reviewed has studied the concepts of OCB and
CWB in the three target countries and given that researchers in each country appear to indicate a
scale based on these concepts would be appropriate in each culture; evidence of conceptual
equivalence of the VWB has been established. On the basis of this evidence, it seems reasonable
to conclude that VWB, as a concept, can be explored in the Netherlands, Turkey and Greece as
well as the UK.
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Linguistic equivalence. To develop a linguistically-equivalent scale, a panel-based forward
translation approach was used to translate and adapt the VWB scale from English into the three
target languages. Within each country three people were chosen who were well versed in both
the source and target language; and had an understanding of the culture of the target language. In
the majority of cases, individuals also had a background in occupational psychology and some
understanding of testing and/or scale translation. The three individuals in each country initially
worked independently translating and adapting the English version of the VWB scale into their
target language, resulting in three separate translations for each country. Translators were
informed that they needed to ensure that the translation of each item fitted the linguistic features
of the target language, whilst maintaining the conceptual equivalence of the item. Panel members
then discussed their translations and agreed on a final version.
Once a final agreed version was produced this was then back-translated into the source
language by one of the researchers and sent to the lead researcher for notification and
verification. Main researchers in each country were then asked to comment on the content of
items, wording of questions, response format and clarity of instructions for the VWB scale as it
related to their country. They were also asked to note where (if applicable) they felt that
participants may have difficulty in understanding items in the scale. Finally, similar to Van de
Vijver and Jeanrie (2004), researchers were then asked: ‘Compared to the meaning of the
original item, the meaning of the translated item is: 1=identical, 2=rather similar, 3=rather
different or 4=different’.
In all cases, researchers judged the item content, wording, response format and clarity of
instructions of the translated VWB scales to be appropriate and no problems were identified. In
terms of comparing the meaning of the translated item to the original item, in the majority of
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cases across all countries the translated items were rated as ‘identical’ or ‘rather similar’ to the
original items. Only three incidences of items not rated as ‘identical’ or ‘rather similar’ emerged
across the three countries. Two of the cases were the use of plural rather than singular phrases in
the Greek version and this did not substantially change the meaning of the item. The other case
was within the Turkish version of the scale. The item ‘Helped to keep the peace with other
employees’ was translated into ‘Put effort to keep peace with others’ and was rated as ‘rather
different’. However, there is little change in meaning here and the item was retained.
Structural equivalence. Structural equivalence was assessed using SEM multigroup
equivalence analysis via EQS 6.1 (Bentler, 2006). Equivalence testing comprises a series of steps
whereby one tests for the equivalence of factor loadings, factor covariances, item intercepts
(observed means) and latent factor means. Whereas the two former steps are based on analysis of
covariance structures (COVS), the latter two are based on the analysis of means and covariance
structures (MACS). A hierarchy of steps was adopted where equality constraints imposed on
select parameters became increasingly more stringent. Presented with findings of non-
equivalence, related equality constraints were deleted and these parameters freely estimated in
accordance with recommendations for partial measurement invariance (see Byrne, Shavelson, &
Muthen, 1989). Findings from this are presented in the results section.
Antecedent variables. We also included antecedent variables similar to that seen in previous
research (e.g. Dalal, 2005; Sackett et al., 2006) in order to be able to make a more direct
assessment of the influence of cultural values. Where language versions of the following scales
were not available, we used a back translation approach to create target language versions with
the same researchers as described previously.
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The Big Five personality dimensions of Consciousness, Extraversion, Emotional Stability,
Agreeableness and Open to Experience were each measured by 10-item versions of each scale of
Goldberg et al. (2006) Big Five factor markers in the International Item Pool. Participants were
asked to indicate how accurate or inaccurate each statement was in describing them, using a 5-
point response scale (from ‘Very inaccurate’ to ‘Very accurate’). In the Dutch version a different
response scale that better reflected the meaning in the Dutch language was used and participants
were asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with each statement (from
‘Strongly disagree’ – ‘Volledig oneens’ – to ‘Strongly agree’ – ‘Volledig eens’). Alpha levels
across scales and countries ranged from .65 to .87 with a median of .75.
Similar to Sackett, Berry, Wiemann and Lazco (2006) we chose the Big 5 framework to allow
us to better determine if the pattern of relationships seen in one domain (e.g. CWB) is replicated
or not in the other domain (OCB). As these authors posit, researchers can use the supportive
evidence showing relationships between CWB and Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and
Emotional Stability and the lack of support for Extraversion and Openness to Experience as a
comparator for assessing relationships with OCB. A similar, but opposite relationships with these
five factors should emerge for OCB as compared to CWB under a non-bipolar hypothesis.
Job attitudes were assessed in terms of justice and commitment. Procedural and distributive
justice were measured respectively by the Formal Procedures Scale (Moorman, 1991) and the
Distributive Justice Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986). The former consists of seven items rating the
extent to which an organisation uses fair procedures; the latter, comprises five items and
measures the extent to which employees believe that rewards are related to performance inputs.
For both scales a 7-point Likert scale was used, from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’.
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Alpha reliability estimates for procedural justice ranged from .87-.91 (median = .91) and for
distributive justice the range was .93-.95 (median = .94).
Ellemers, De Gilder, and Van den Heuvel (1998) argue that focused commitment measures
might be better suited to predict behaviour than broad measures. They distinguish between career
goals and team goals and developed a scale based on three different forms of commitment:
career-oriented commitment, team-oriented commitment, and organisational commitment. The
authors argued that the career/team goal categorization differentiates individualistic and
prosocial work goals, which may have a different impact on contextual work performance.
Indeed, in their study they indentified a different pattern of relationships between the three
commitment factors and measures of productive and counterproductive work behaviour. Given
this, and given we were able to access a Dutch version of the scale, we used the 14 item scale by
Ellemers et al. and translated it into Greek and Turkish. Participants indicated their agreement or
disagreement with each statement using a 7-point Likert scale (from ‘Strongly disagree’ to
‘Strongly agree’). Median alpha level across factors and countries was .84 (range = .61-.88).
Individual social beliefs. Although we chose countries on the basis of societal level social
axioms, as a check we also assessed individual differences in social beliefs using a short 25-item
version of the Social Axioms Survey (M. H. Bond, personal communication, January 8, 2008).
Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they believe in each statement using a 5-
point scale (from ‘Strongly disbelieve’ to ‘Strongly believe’). Individual (rather than societal)
scores of social cynicism (median alpha across countries = .73) and dynamic externality (median
alpha = .68) were calculated.
Results
Individual and societal level culture
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Before examining the main question, we first examined if societal level social axioms related
to individual level social axioms. ANOVA analysis of individual differences measures identified
significant differences across countries in social cynicism (SC) [F(3,556) = 15.40, p<0.001] and
dynamic externality (DE) [F(3,535) = 70.45, p<0.001]. Post-hoc analysis using Tukey’s HSD
showed the Greek sample were significantly different to all other samples in both factors; the
Turkish sample were significantly different to all on DE and to the Greek and Dutch samples on
SC; and the UK and Dutch samples were only significantly different in DE. Therefore, although
we used nationality as a proxy for cultural beliefs, individual level measures of the same beliefs
support the national cultural categorization used.
Correlations between SC and CWBO (.16, p<0.01) and CWBI (.13, p<0.01) and between DE
and OCBO (.34, p<0.001), Courtesy (.20, p<0.001) and Helping (.33, p<0.001) lend support to
our hypothesized relationships between these beliefs and OCB/CWB – which we used as a
rationale for adopting the social axioms model.
Structural equivalence of the VWB scale.
CFA analysis and subsequent equivalence testing was undertaken in samples with at least 100
participants (therefore omitting the Greek sample). Firstly, assessment of baseline models with
Maximum Likelihood estimation was conducted using EQS v6.1 (Bentler, 2006). The
hypothesised five-factor model of CWBO, CWBI, OCBO, Interpersonal courtesy and
Interpersonal helping was assessed first within each country. This model was then compared to:
a one factor model representing a unidimensional concept of Voluntary Workplace Behaviour; a
two-factor model representing global OCB and CWB behaviour factors; and a four-factor model
of individual and organizationally-focused OCB and CWB. To assess model fit we used a
number of statistics: standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) – small values of 0.05 or
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less reflect good fit (Byrne, 2006); root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) – values
less than 0.05 indicate good fit and values as high as 0.08 indicate reasonable fit (Byrne, 2006)
and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) – values close to 0.95 indicate good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Initial analysis suggested kurtosis in the data and the model was re-specified using robust
statistics. Further, some missing data emerged in the Turkish sample and an ML estimation
method was used to account for the missing data with the Yuan-Bentler scaled statistic reported.
Initial fit of the five-factor model in each country was poor (CFIs from 0.71 to 0.81), although fit
was better than for 1, 2 and 4-factor models. Examination of the LM test indicated a large
number of correlated errors, which was indicative of overlapping item content within each scale,
likely as a result of each scale comprising 10 items which are not distinctively different.
To reduce item-overlap and improve fit indices, we decided to create a shorter 25-item
version of the scale. We chose this over the option of creating item parcels because simulation
research has shown parcels overestimate the existence of measurement invariance (Meade &
Kroustalis, 2006). We created a development sample by including only odd numbered cases
within each country (N=283) and a validation sample by selecting even numbered cases in each
country (N=280). In the development sample the following criteria were used to reduce the scale
to five items per factor. Within each of the five factors: items with corrected-item total
correlations equal to or lower than 0.40 were omitted; items with stronger correlations with other
factors than the original factor were also omitted; items with small differences between
corrected-item total correlations in the original factor and other factors were omitted; if more
than five items still remained, those with lowest corrected-item total correlations were omitted.
CFA analysis of the same five-factor model on the development sample showed an acceptable
fit to the data [Y-Bx2 = 422.74 (265), p<0.001; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.05 (CI
The relationship between productive 21
0.04-0.05)]. This was stronger than the other competing models (see Table 1). A similar analysis
was then repeated in validation sample. Once again acceptable fit was seen to the data for a five-
factor model [Y-Bx2 = 389.58 (265), p<0.001; CFI = 0.93; SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.04 (CI
0.03-0.05)].
Insert Table 1 about here
CFA analysis using the revised 25-item scale was then undertaken for each country separately
to assess cultural differences in model specification. The five-factor model derived from the
revised 25-item scale indicated reasonable fit to the data in the UK [S-Bx2 = 321.16 (265),
p<0.05; CFI = 0.91 SRMR = 0.09; RMSEA = 0.05 (CI 0.02-0.06)]; Dutch [S-Bx2 = 360.23
(265), p<0.001; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.07; RMSEA = 0.04 (CI 0.03-0.05)]; and Turkish samples
[Y-Bx2 = 376.67 (265), p<0.001; CFI = 0.90; SRMR = 0.07; RMSEA = 0.04 (CI 0.03-0.05)].
Overall CFA analysis supports the multidimensional five-factor model as the best representation
of the VWB domain within each of the countries in turn and can be determined as the baseline
model for each sample.
After deriving a baseline model for each sample, a configural model indicating a multigroup
representation of the baseline model was examined for UK, Dutch and Turkish samples. This
provides the baseline value for comparison of subsequent equivalence testing models. Using
criteria suggested by Byrne (2006), measurement equivalence was determined on the basis of the
fit of the multigroup model to the data and the change in robust CFI values between each
analysis and the configural model. Cheung and Rensvold (2002, as cited in Byrne, 2006) suggest
differences in CFI values across models should not exceed .01.
Analysis suggests that VWB scale shows equivalence across the UK, Dutch and Turkish
samples (Table 2). The configural model is a reasonable fit to the data, with the Yuan-Bentler χ2
The relationship between productive 22
for this model similar to the sum of the values obtained for each country for the five-factor
model. The imposition of equality constraints on factor loadings, factor covariances, item
intercepts and latent factor means do not reduce the overall fit of the model (CFI values between
.89 and .91; RMSEA values of .04 across analyses) and differences in the CFI are around .01.
Overall model testing provides evidence to suggest the structural equivalence of the VWB scale
across UK, Dutch and Turkish samples.
Insert Table 2 about here
Relationships between OCB, CWB and other variables.
Correlations between OCB and CWB factors (Table 3) show support for the multidimensional
nature to these behaviours. Across countries, mean within-OCB correlations are .55 and mean
within-CWB correlations are .54, which is suggestive that factors represent unique features of a
global OCB or CWB concept. Cross OCB-CWB factor correlations are too small to suggest a
unidimensional structure and opposite relationship. Even when significant negative relationships
emerged between CWBI and Courtesy in the UK, Greek and Turkish samples, this is still not
strong enough to suggest CWBI and Courtesy are opposite poles. Patterns of relationships are
similar across the UK, Greek and Turkish samples. In contrast, the Dutch sample showed
positive relationships between CWB facets and OCBO and helping. A series of moderated
regression analyses were also undertaken to examine if individual (rather than societal) cultural
beliefs of social cynicism and dynamic externality moderated the relationships between VWB
facets1. No moderating effects were found when CWB facets were predictors of OCB facets.
Further, no moderating effects emerged for social cynicism on the relationship between OCB
1 Data on these analyses can be obtained from the first author on request
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facets and CWB. Dynamic externality did moderate the relationship between OCB and CWB
(although this effect only accounted for an extra 2% of the variance).
Insert Table 3 about here
Correlations with personality traits suggest a consistent pattern across cultures in relation to
agreeableness and conscientiousness (Table 4). Although in all countries relationships are not
necessarily significant, a profile of negative correlations between
conscientiousness/agreeableness and CWB and positive correlations with OCB emerges.
However, for Agreeableness correlations are not suggestive of a bi-polar relationship because
stronger relationships emerge with OCB than CWB factors. Conscientiousness shows more of a
bi-polar pattern, although even here there is not a consistent relationship between this trait and
behaviours in all countries. The only other consistent positive relationship across countries
emerges for OCBO and Intellect; however we do not see a similar, opposite, relationship
between this trait and CWBO or CWBI.
Insert Table 4 about here
There is little consistent evidence for the relationship between justice dimensions and
OCB/CWB across countries (Table 5). Evidence emerges of opposite relationships between
organizational commitment, team commitment and OCB/CWB in the UK and Greek samples,
but less so for other samples. However, in both cases not all are significant and of similar
magnitude to support a bi-polar perspective.
Insert Table 5 about here
Discussion
As far as we are aware, this is the first study which has adopted a cross-cultural approach to
assess the relationship between OCB and CWB and has a number of advantages over previous
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research. Firstly, to address the gap in the current literature, we considered the relationship
between OCB and CWB across different cultures based on a specific cultural theory. Secondly,
rather than using existing scales measuring OCB and CWB separately, we adopted a scale of
OCB and CWB developed specifically to examine both constructs together within an
interpersonal-organizational/productive-counterproductive framework. Additionally, this scale
was developed to omit overlapping items. Thirdly, adopting the ITC Guidelines on Test
Translation and Adaptation as a framework allowed us to test equivalence of the VWB scale in a
structured manner (e.g. a combination of expert judgment, set rules for translation, analysis of
literature and statistical analysis).
Overall, consistent with previous research (e.g. Dalal, 2005; Sackett et al., 2006) voluntary
work behaviour is a multidimensional construct and facets of OCB and CWB are related but not
bi-polar opposites. In the current study, VWB is captured by a five factor framework
representing a productive-counterproductive/interpersonal-organizational dimensional structure
and relationships between factors within VWB as well as between factors and study variables are
generally not of opposite direction and of similar magnitude (the criteria Dalal used to assess bi-
polarity).
New to the existing literature, our research supports a more convergence than divergence
cultural perspective in the relationships between OCB and CWB. Conceptually, linguistically
and structurally the VWB scale was shown to be equivalent across countries. Further, similar
relationships between OCB and CWB facets emerged, with within-facet correlations being
higher on average than cross-facet correlations. Cross-facet correlations supported the non-
opposite relationship with the exception being a consistent finding that CWBI and Courtesy have
a negative relationship in all but the Dutch samples – although correlations were moderate at best
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(-.23 to -.46). Additionally, relationships particularly with personality and to some extent
commitment did not indicate large cultural variations. Where differences emerged they tended to
be with the Dutch sample (a direct control to the UK sample) than with the Turkish and Greek
samples.
This convergence outcome is particularly interesting as we identified countries on the basis of
a cultural model which would suggest differences in beliefs and subsequent OCB/CWB, and as
the dominant view, especially within OCB research, is one of differences in the: level of
engagement (Moorman & Blakely, 1995); dimensionality (Farh, Zong, & Organ, 2004);
relationships with antecedents (Coyne & Ong, 2007); and perceptions of extra-role nature
(Kwantes, Karam, Kuo & Towson, 2008). Although, as noted previously, this same dominant
viewpoint is not prevalent for research in CWB. Therefore, it appears that the conceptualization
and relationship between OCB and CWB may be culturally universal and that findings in US
samples can be replicated in other non-US samples.
However, there are a number of other possible explanations for these findings. Firstly, the
VWB scale used here may only capture the etic (universal) dimensions of OCB and CWB. If this
were the case then one would expect to see similar findings to the US research, as assessing
universal behaviours would likely lead to universal findings in the relationships between these
behaviours. Indeed, items in the etic OCB dimensions reported in Chinese samples (Farh, Earley,
& Lin, 1997; Farh, Zhong, & Organ, 2004) are similar to items in our OCBO and altruism
dimensions. Also, suggestive of a universal element, the individual-organizational structure for
CWB emerges in Chinese (Rotundo & Xie, 2008) and Korean samples (Lee, Ashton & Shin,
2005). However, in both of the Farh papers, the courtesy facet is not seen within Chinese
samples and the emic Interpersonal harmony factor (Farh et al. 1997) includes items which
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resemble opposite behaviours to our CWBI scale (in effect they could be reverse scored CWBI
items). This may provide some explanation to the results, but given our scale includes non-etic
and even possible emic dimensions, it does not fully explain the findings.
Secondly, previous research has tended to focus on Chinese samples as a direct contrast to US
samples. Here, we included European samples different in social axioms. So, perhaps contrasts
in OCB will be more pronounced in US-Chinese comparisons than in US-European
comparisons. Against this idea, although Hong Kong, Thailand, Korea and Taiwan are within the
high DE/high SC social axioms quadrant (Bond et al) which we did not use; China is placed in
the same quadrant as Greece (in fact in the same cluster).
Thirdly, there could be a methodological explanation for the findings. Dalal (2005) and
Spector, Bauer, & Fox (2010) illustrate correlations between OCB and CWB are attenuated
when scales use frequency ratings, self-reports, and when antithetical items are reduced. All
these ‘moderators’ are present in the VWB scale. Perhaps, this attenuation effect is strong
enough to mask any cultural differences and it would be interesting to find out whether cultural
differences are present if scales use peer reports, antithetical items and agreement ratings.
Limitations
As with any research there are limitations to the findings. Demographic factors were not
controlled in each sample so any cultural differences that emerged may be due to other factors
beyond country culture (e.g. job level of type). However, in mitigation, we chose samples on the
basis of cross-cultural theory rather than by opportunity and given this found it difficult to
control for every variable. Further, statistical analysis supports more a convergence rather than
divergence cultural effect and where differences emerged they tended to be with the Dutch
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sample. Therefore, we are confident that results were not affected notably by differences in
demographic variables across cultures.
We measured primarily culture at the society level, but authors such as Kwantes et al. (2008)
have argued that it is not appropriate to assume that societal cultural values always reflect and
individual’s cultural beliefs. In defence, we also included individual measures of beliefs which
appeared to support the societal level distinctions and which did not exhibit strong moderating
effects on relationships between OCB/CWB. We are therefore confident that our results are not
biased by using nationality as a proxy for cultural beliefs.
A third limitation is sample size. These are small for the Greek and UK samples and just
about adequate for the Turkish and Dutch samples. Ideally, it would have been useful to test the
structural invariance of the scale within the Greek sample, but a sample size of 70 excluded this
possibility. Further analysis on large samples (and across more cultures) would be useful as a
check on the robustness of these findings. Additionally, poor response rates to the peer-reported
VWB scale meant that self-reported measures were used throughout. Such an approach is
problematic as it is subject to common method variance (CMV) which has the potential to inflate
correlations. However, Spector (2006) criticizes the notion of CMV as having a consistent
impact on self-reported data. Indeed here, we do not see a regular pattern of high correlations
between OCB/CWB and other variables. Self-reported methodology is consistently used to
access CWB as, given limitations in using other methods, it is seem as the most appropriate
method (e.g. Fox & Spector, 1999). As we have already indicated the use of other reports of
OCB/CWB inflates the relationship between them and arguably introduces another form of bias.
Practical Considerations
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From a practical perspective, it is important for organisations, especially those that operate
with a multi-cultural workforce, those embracing employment migration and those large multi-
nationals with operations in different countries, to understand experiences of and relationships
between OCB and CWB in order to help them manage their human resource. For countries
surveyed in this study there is a convergence in the relationships between OCB/CWB and
between OCB/CWB and other variables. This implies that the same management practices to
enhance OCB and reduce CWB could be used across these countries. Additionally, given the
equivalence data, organizations can use the VWB scale to assess both behaviours across these
cultural groups.
Findings also indicate that OCB and CWB are distinct behaviours and whilst related are not
opposite ends of a non-task behaviour continuum. This implies individuals may engage in both
forms of behaviour during their working life and that interventions aimed at one behaviour will
not necessarily impact on the other. For example, the use of an integrity test to select out those at
risk of engaging in CWB will not necessarily increase the likelihood that those selected in will
engage in high levels of OCB.
In conclusion, this study has extended the previous US-dominated research in this developing
area to show that the multidimensional/similar but different hypothesis to OCB/CWB
relationships is supported across different societal cultures. We have also shown that the VWB
scale has evidence of equivalence across these countries and is a useful tool for assessing
OCB/CWB in different cultures.
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Table 1. CFA analysis for the VWB 25 item scale for across development and validation
samples.
1-factor 2-factor 4-factor 5-factor
Development
(N=283)
Y-Bx² 950.57
(275)
647.98
(274)
524.53
(269)
422.74
(265)
CFI .59 .77 .85 .91
SRMR .17 .08 .07 .06
RMSEA
90% conf
.09
(.09-.10)
.07
(.06-.08)
.06
(.05-.06)
.05
(.04-.05)
Validation
(N=280)
Y-Bx² 888.35
(275)
567.30
(274)
460.24
(269)
389.58
(265)
CFI .64 .83 .89 .92
SRMR .14 .08 .07 .06
RMSEA
90% conf
.09
(.08-.10)
.06
(.05-.07)
.05
(.04-.06)
.04
(.03-.05)
Y-Bx² - Yuan-Bentler scaled statistic. Corrected CFI and RMSEA reported. Chi-square values
all significant at p<0.01
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Table 2. Tests of measurement equivalence for VWB scale across countries
Y-BX² df CFI ΔCFI RMSEA 90% C.I 
Configural model 1049.49 795 .908 - .04 .03-.05
Equal factor
loadings
1120.72 835 .894 .014 .04 .03-.05
Equal factor
covariances
1134.88 851 .895 .013 .04 .03-.05
Equal item
intercepts
1405.82 899 .911 .003 .05 .04-.05
Equal latent factor
means
1186.25 870 .907 .001 .04 .03-.05
Y-Bx² - Yuan-Bentler scaled statistic. Robust CFI and RMSEA reported
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Table 3. Correlations between VWB factors across countries – 25 item scale
CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help
UK (105) Netherlands (203)
CWBO (0.62) (0.65)
CWBI 0.43 (0.80) 0.59 (0.75)
OCBO 0.06 0.10 (0.86) 0.18* 0.22** (0.78)
Court -0.07 -0.23** 0.44 (0.81) 0.04 0.02 0.47 (0.75)
Help 0.08 0.12 0.65 0.58 (0.84) 0.15* 0.14 0.68 0.57 (0.83)
Turkey (185) Greece (70)
CWBO (0.76) (0.69)
CWBI 0.70 (0.82) 0.44** (0.68)
OCBO -0.06 -0.05 (0.83) -0.05 -0.04 (0.78)
Court -0.24** -0.29 0.54 (0.79) -0.21 -0.46 0.36** (0.70)
Help -0.09 -0.02 0.62 0.60 (0.79) -0.01 -0.06 0.56 0.58 (0.79)
* = p<0.05; ** = p<0.01; Bold = p<0.001
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Table 4. Correlations between VWB factors and personality across countries – 25 item scale
CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help
UK (105) Netherlands (203)
Extr -0.12 0.11 0.16 -0.16 0.02 -0.01 -0.03 0.28 0.25 0.30
Agree -0.19 -0.37 0.36 0.45 0.34 -0.08 -0.12 0.26 0.39 0.35
Cons -0.30** -0.13 0.35 0.26** 0.30** -0.28 -0.18** 0.26 0.23* 0.28
Emot -0.45 -0.21* 0.23* 0.04 0.15 -0.19** -0.11 0.08 0.13 0.09
Intell 0.06 0.06 0.25* 0.15 0.03 -0.05 -0.04 0.28 0.32 0.30
Turkey (185) Greece (70)
Extr 0.03 -0.03 0.11 0.01 0.08 0.22 0.02 0.39** 0.16 0.27*
Agree -0.22** -0.25** 0.30 0.38 0.36 -0.07 -0.19 0.31** 0.49 0.47
Cons -0.29 -0.30 0.14 0.20* 0.22** -0.37** -0.02 0.33** 0.28* 0.10
Emot -0.16* -0.12 0.08 0.20* 0.07 -0.10 -0.19 0.06 -0.03 0.03
Intell -0.09 -0.01 0.30 0.15 0.32 0.06 -0.04 0.57 0.29* 0.42
* = p<0.05; ** = p<0.01; Bold = p<0.001
The relationship between productive 38
Table 5. Correlations between VWB factors and fairness and commitment across countries – 25 item scale
CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help CWBO CWBI OCBO Court Help
UK (105) Netherlands (203)
DisJus -0.10 -0.13 -0.01 -0.03 -0.06 -0.07 -0.13 -0.13 -0.09 -0.05
ProJus -0.19 -0.32 0.14 0.23* 0.08 -0.18** -0.16* -0.13 -0.03 0.09
CCom -0.05 -0.15 0.22* 0.12 -0.02 0.11 0.10 0.25 0.08 0.11
TCom -0.12 -0.13 0.37 0.29** 0.22* -0.07 -0.03 0.33 0.25 0.29
OCom -0.27** -0.21* 0.28** 0.27** 0.22* -0.02 -0.03 0.23** 0.03 0.17*
Turkey (185) Greece (70)
DisJus 0.23* 0.11 -0.13 -0.02 -0.03 0.10 -0.06 0.17 -0.03 0.10
ProJus 0.15* 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.07 -0.02 -0.22 0.31** 0.21 0.23
CCom -0.16* -0.22** 0.28 0.40 0.14 -0.05 -0.20 0.54 0.41 0.32
TCom 0.01 -0.02 0.33 0.41 0.25** -0.28* -0.31* 0.44 0.60 0.37**
OCom -0.05 -0.13 0.21** 0.33 0.06 -0.17 -0.12 0.42 0.40** 0.30*
* = p<0.05; ** = p<0.01; Bold = p<0.001
